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Unity and Diversity in New
Testament Theology
Harold B. Kuhn
It has been questioned, wlietlier it is
proper to speak of a Xew Testament
theology at all : whether, that is, there
be any theology characteristic of the
New Testament as a whole ; and wheth
er it might not be more true to the
facts to attempt to reconstruct theol
ogies represented by the several writ
ers of the documents. Such a view
springs from what is considered by
many to be an exaggeration of the el
ement of variety, at the expense of the
element of unity which tlie New Tes
tament as a whole presents.
In general, conservative and tradi
tional theology has inclined to over
work the idea of unity; while liberal
theology has tended to make rather
more of the diversity existing within
the thought of the writers of the re
spective books. Orthodox thought was
willing to recognize stylistic and lin
guistic differences ; but it assumed, fre
quently with naivete, that each vrriter
was exercising his genius, under in
spiration, to say the same thing, but
in a somewhat different manner. On
the other hand, liberal criticism has
songht to magnify the points of differ
ence; and in the process of analysis,
the fact that there is a basic homogen
eity in the New Testament has fre
quently been forgotten. The tendency,
marked especially among (lerman
scholars, to found a new "school" of
criticism has issued in an atomization
of the New Testament, the results of
which would lead the undiscriminating
reader to conclude that the Christian
Scriptures are but an accidental ag
glomeration of writings collected upon
the basis of some kind of sacrosanctity.
It is unnecessary to evaluate the mo
tives by which such scholarship is
impelled. But certain criticisms may
be allowed at this point.
It has frequently been assumed that
the writers of the documents of the
New Testament uniformly wrote with
a tendency to produce tracts for the
purpose of Christian "propaganda"�
this term is used without intent of
implying a value judgment upon the
motive. Nevertheless, it is character
istic of much of liberal criticism, that
the writers are assumed to have sub-
(udinated all other considerations to
the matter of producing a convincing
tract, and that they wrote with an
"explicit aim at propaganda."^ Pre
sumably matters of historical accuracy
were compelled to yield before the ten
denz.
Again, it may be thought by some
to be more than coincidence, that the
results of much of criticism have
proved negative (from the point of
view of traditional orthodoxy), and
that scholars of the more negative type
have but grudgingly acknowledged the
work of contemporaries, who seemed
to "give back" to a given author the
authorship of works traditionally
ascribed to him, but by the "new
school" denied him. This procedure is
not such as to elicit unanimous and
unbounded confidence in the objectiv
ity of the critics. When it is necessary
to rely upon inference, why not occa
sionally draw positive inference, in-
1 Dibelius, Martin : From Tradition to Gospel
(New ^'ork, Scribner's, 1935). p. 288.
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stead of negative?
Furthermore, the tendency to place
as large a space of time between the
events recorded and the time of record
ing as is possible, is one capable of
more than one interpretation. For in
stance, if a scholar decide that the
Gospel of Mark was written prior to
the fall of Jerusalem; and then if he
place his hypothetical date of writing
as near to the year 70 as is decently
possible, it may legitimately be ques
tioned whether the dating itself may
not express an a priori judgment
concerning the placing of the date,
which is in itself a "tendency."
In line with the same possible dan
ger of deciding what in the nature of
things must have been the case may be
mentioned the apparent treatment by
liberal criticism of the element of the
supernatural in the New Testament.
Whereas traditional theology has
doubtless yielded to the (understand
able) temptation to lift into promi
nence those features which support the
supernaturalism which is one of the
assumptions of orthodoxy, and to min
imize or suppress those features of
variety which would imperil that
supernaturalism; �so also liberalism
has by its dissection of the New Tes
tament removed those traces of proper
supernaturalism from the records
( which is likewise a contribution to its
assumptions), by giving undue promi
nence to the element of diversity, so
that the unity of the message of the
New Testament is lost; the result of
this being that the Christian Scrip
tures appear but an aggregation, like
a heap of unassorted stones thrown
together.
It is not easy to compare these two
tendencies; but it may be said at least,
that the traditionalists have somewhat
the "edge" of the matter, in that they
have the substantial support of the
documents as they stand, and as they
have been received for centuries. It is
worthy of notice also that these Scrip
tures were received by the Church in
a period much nearer to the events
described than the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries�a Church which
may prove after all not to have been
so uncritical as has been supposed.
It is probable that the truth lies be
tween the two poles of interpretation :
that within the basic unity of the Xew
Testament there is a large play of
diversity, not only of style, but of
point of view, among the writers ; that
these writers were grappling with vast
spiritual questions�some will contend
that they did so under a guidance of
the Holy Spirit unlike that by which
he guided men at other times�and
that out of this diversity came the true
interpretation of the Good Xews.
I. Early Theology As Embedded
In Xew Testament Narrative.
It would not be suitable to here deal
with the problem of the variety of lit
erary style which appears in the Xew
Testament. It goes without saying,
that the writers used the Greek of
their time; and that some employed a
style recognized as lacking in polish,
while others wrote in a manner more
acceptable to the educated of the day.
Again, there is a great variety in form :
some portions purport to be direct his
tory ; some are didactic, some are hoi t-
atory, while some approach lyric style.
Concerning the theology of the New
Testament, it may be noted first that
a difficult transition was made, namelv
from Judaism to Jewish Christianity;
and from the primitive Jewish Church
to the Gentile Church. It is not easy
to trace the steps from the earliest
proclamation of the Gospel to the es
tablishment of Gentile Christianity.
In the first place, the early Christian
community in Jerusalem was not
homogeneous; while also the Gentile
Church was diverse and early beset
by internal differences in its local
units. Nor do we possess any complete
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record of the development of early
Christianity. The Book of Acts has
been, on the one hand, accepted un
critically as a compendium of early
church history; and on the other
hand, treated as a mere tendenz
Schrift, written to establish certain
motives, and suppressing traditions in
compatible with them.^
Ernest W. Parsons, in his volume.
The Religion of the Neir Testament,^
has carried the analysis of the reli
gious beliefs of the Xew Testament
writers to a fine point ; it is not neces
sary here to evaluate his book, further
than to note that not all readers would
be disposed to find so little in common
among (for example) the authors of
the Synoptics. But it is necessary first
to answer another question : were the
Evangelists interested in portraying
with fidelity the life of Jesus, or were
they merely constructing tracts, with
a (luasi-historical basis, shaped toward
the end of expressing a theological
motif? Perhaps this would in turn re
quire the answer to a prior question:
were tliey in possession of any reliable
information at all concerning the life
of Jesus?
Again.st the view that they were
seeking to act as conventional biog
raphers stands the fact that they pro
duced "biographies" of the most se
lective sort, the selected materials
being such as to create a total impres
sion of Jesus as a person of super-
untural powers, standing at the center
of significant incidents, and frequently
uttering statements of high ethical and
religious value. But the fact that they
Avrote in such a manner as to convey
such an impression does not necessar
ily indicate that the historical matrix
iri which their religious and ethical
message was set was unreliable.
In other words, the writers of the
2 Scott, Ernest F. : The Varieties of New Tes
tament ReUgion (New York: Scribner's, 1944),
pp. 42, 292.
"
3 New York: Harper & Bros , 1939.
Synoptics may have been more inter
ested in presenting a brief picture
of a Person, than in setting forth
their own private theologies. With the
author of the Fourth Gospel it is
somewhat otherwise. He has evidently
made the biographical element second
ary, and has sought to record the
longer discourses of our Lord, with a
view to setting forth a sector of His
teachings which were not otherwise
current in written form. Hoskyns and
Davey are not too convincing"^ in stat
ing that the Synoptics testify against
the probability that Jesus uttered long
discourses. For it may be that the Ser
mon on the Mount of Maitheir may
have been uttered on a specific occa
sion, and that likewise portions of it
may have been repeated upon nmny oc
casions, so that Luke is not far wrong
in quoting j^ortions as spoken piece
meal. If this view be considered but a
repetition of the blunders of the Har
monists, let it be said that the same
treatment might be made of any
preacher-teacher in any age.
The question here is, it seems to the
writer, whether in the Gospels the in-
tei est is primarily historical and only
secondarily theological ; or whether
the revei*se is the case. The writer is
inclined to the former view, with all
of the problems which it implies. It
will be always necessarj^ to fall back
upon the possibility that the ministry
of our Lord was of sufficient length,
and above all, of sufficient depth and
variety, to permit of both Synoptic
and Johannine treatment. Thus, it
nmy be questioned whether we in the
twentieth century are in a position to
deny categorically that the same Jesus
portrayed in the Synoptics could have
spoken as recorded by the author of
the Fourth Gospel. In other words,
may not both evangelistic traditions
be the recording of actual sayings of
our Lord, current in the tradition of
4 Hoskyns & Davey, Riddle of the .New Testa
ment (London: Faber & Faber, 1936), p. 211f.
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the early Church, and selected out of
larger materials which were available?
This is, of course, out of harmony with
the view that the author of Mark
wrote down all he knew,^ and that the
other two Synopticists added what
they knew; and that the author of
John employed a favorite literary de
vice, that of putting speeches into the
mouth of the character, to convey his
personal theology to the reader.^ But
it is just possible that much more con
cerning the life of Jesus was held in
solution in the tradition of the early
Church, and that the authors of the
four Gospels precipitated such ele
ments as they saw fit; or to put it
another way, that these authors were
guided by the Divine Spirit to record
selectively such portions of the cur
rent tradition as should be of conven
ient size for transmission as the in
heritance of the Church Universal.
Probably this view raises more
questions for some than the acceptance
of the opposite view. It may be argued,
however, that the Christology of the
four Gospels may not prove to be as
diverse as many critics have thought�
that the Messianism of Mark 13 may
not be so completely out of harmony
with the supposed "Hellenism" of the
Fourth Gospel, and that the Pauline
view of Christ is less easily divorced
from that of the Evangelists than
some critics believe.'' It needs to be
asked, whether the theology of Mark,
and especially his Christology, was an
innovation, something entirely foreign
to the primitive tradition. This is not
a closed question; for Mark may or
may not be a reading-back of later
thought into the life of Jesus, Could
it not be possible that the life of Jesus
itself produced the later Christology,
rather than contrariwise?
5 Grant, Frederick C. : The Earliest Gospel
(New York and Nashville : Abingdon-Cokesbury,
1943), p. 72. Cf. p. 58.
6 Scott, op. cit., pp. 253f.
7 Parsons, op. cit., p. 83.
All this represents a reopening of
one basic question: was the life of
Jesus marked by supernatural works,
properly so-called, so that it inspired
a tradition which was later recorded
and which was true to the facts? Or
was there an evolution of types of the
ology, varying with the community,
which at a much later date sought to
ground themselves in fabricated "lives
of Jesus"�fabricated by the adapta
tion of legends concerning the life of
some obscure Galilean peasant, who
may, it is true, have possessed unique
spiritual insights, but who was but a
man nevertheless? Again, what did
Jesus think of Himself, and say of
Himself? Perhaps by judging that the
words of Jesus were sufficiently varied
and comprehensive to have made pos
sible a selection by the Synopticists
and by John, with perhaps some left
over, we come nearer to the truth.
Thus far we have been concerned
with the theology (or theologies) em
bedded in the narrative material of
the New Testament. If the narratives
represent the r*eading-back of several
theologies into a nebulous tradition
concerning the life of Jesus, then we
are afforded a sidelight upon the the
ology of early Christianity�that it
was seeking a form of expressiorj
which, in spite of its diversities, could
be harmonized with what "people were
saying" about Jesus, now long since
dead. On the other hand, it may be
that the writers wrote with a primary
interest in biography and histoi'y ; and
that the life of Jesus was such that it
afforded a background for a rich and
varied biographical representation �
as varied as that presented by the Syn
optics and by the Fourth Gospel. It
would follow then, that these writers
would select their material, even de
pend upon one another, with a general
aim in view, but without conscious
motive to distort, suppress, or regi
ment facts. This would presuppose a
degree of unanimity of theological
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thought in the primitive Church which
could result only upon the basis of the
life of a Man who was unique among
men, and whose life was both well
known and accurately remembered by
His followers.
It will be objected, that if such were
the case, why did not some early Chris
tian write a systematic theology? We
can but conjecture why it was not so;
perhaps the strength of the apocalyp
tic hope militated against it. Again,
it may be argued that the real signifi
cance of the events of the life of Jesus,
and of His words, was grasped but
slowly by the primitive Christian
church. This is not to be wondered at ;
we today are slow to comprehend, in
spite of the aids at onr disposal. And
if the Evangelists were wrestling with
some truths l>eyond their powers of
comprehension, it would not be sur
prising if their selection of episodes
from the life of our Lord sliould be in
fluenced by that factor.
^iuch the same thought can be pur
sued in the case of the book of Acts.
Some may feel that its author has dis
torted the total picture by his sketch-
iness, rather than by inaccuracies.^
But on the whole, its author appears
to have familiarized himself ratlier
fully with the geographical and his
torical details in which his record is
set. The degree to which his document
was conditioned by theological inter
est is open to question. It is true that
Acts contains statements concerning
Jesus which could be construed to be
those of a pre-Synoptic Christology.^
But the presence of these may be ex
plained in more than one way: it is
possible that the author was imply in
venting speeches for his characters,
and drawing upon some primitive
sources; on the other hand, something
SFoakes Jackson, Beginnings of Christianity,
Vol I., (New York: Macmillan, 1920), p. 313.
9 Grant, F. C. : The Significance of Divergence
and Growth in the N. T." (In Christendom, Vol.
4, p. 577f., 1939).
might be said for the view that the au
thor had access to individuals who
heard the speeches, and that the speak
ers purposely made their messages
simple, in view of the capacities of the
group to which they were addressing
themselves.
Much more might be said concern
ing the speeches attributed to Paul in
Aots as compared with the Epistles of
Paul. Probably the magnitude of the
Pauline mind and style renders any
conclusion at this point indecisive.
But the author of Acts may fairly be
said, in spite of an element of inter
pretation, to have attempted to give to
his friend-correspondent a hasty sketch
of the history of the early Church, se
lecting again material which he felt to
be of interest to Theophilus, and ma
joring especially upon a few characters
of whom he knew somewhat : Peter,
John, Stephen, James, and Paul�all
this without an attempt at being ex
haustive � and yet not be wholly
chargeable with writing from theo
logical purpose.
The foregoing indicates no impos
sibility that there was growth in the
theology of the primitive Church.
Doubtless whatever early Christians
knew of Jesus was cause for thought;
and it is not to be wondered that they
wrestled with these things and that
their thought produced variety. But
within that variety may be found, the
writer thinks, a fundamental unity
which renders it possible to speak of
the theology of the Gospels and Acts.
That unity finds its locus in the view
that Jesus of Nazareth was recognized
of God as a unique Person, and that
He recognized Himself as being not
merely one who sustained a peculiar
relation to God, but as being in a class
apart from all other men. This Jesus
was related to the national hope of
Israel; and also, His death stood in
causal relation to God's redeeming
pui*poses.
Diverse were the interpretations of
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the mode of His relation to God, and
of the relation of His parousia to the
events of human history. Nor was
there formulation of his metaphysical
relation to God, or of His nature.
Some attempts were made to express
these, but the whole represents rather
a picture like the following: the life
(and death) of Jesus created an over
powering total impression upon the
])rimitive Church; this total impres
sion was greater than the sum of its
details, which details were at fii'st but
dimly seen. Only gradually were they
perceived, pondered, and systematized ;
and the records of the New Testament
narratives preserve for us two related
trends : the development of the theo
logical thought of the authors them
selves; and the growth of theology in
the Church of the first century.
II. The Theology Of The Corre
spondence Of The New TESTA:\rENT
The term "correspondence" is em
ployed here somewhat arbitrarily to
indicate those portions of the New
Testament which are ordinarily styled
"epistles," although / Peter is more
like a sermon, while Hebreus opens
like an oration and closes like a letter.
It is not the purpose of this section to
discuss the authorship of the Epistles,
nor to trace their theology, line by
line. But there are evidences of both
unity and diversity in the theological
thought there set forth ; and it may be
profitable to consider these, to dis
cover, if possible, whether there be any
basic unity in them, and whether they
be organically related upon a theo
logical basis.
A consideration of the correspond
ence of the New Testament will con
cern itself most largely with the letters
of Paul. To trace in any detail the
Pauline treatment of the several doc
trines which he develops would ex
pand this article beyond tolerable
limits. But to select one specifically
Pauline doctrine as an example for
study, as for instance his view of the
death of Jesus and its significance,
will afford a basis for judging the na
ture of his thought as a whole�espe
cially with respect to the element of
unity and diversity, and its correlate,
the element of growth.
In handling this subject, Paul fre
quently speaks in terms remarkably
like those of the writers of the Synop
tics. ^� For example, the element of
ransom, stated thus: "ye were bought
with a price," is not foreign to the
thought of Mark 10 :45. In this and
similar statements, he seeks to be con
scious of the need for giving some ex
planation of that which he frequently
takes for granted, namely, that the
death of Jesus stood in causal relation
to the salvation of men.
In .setting this forth, he employs a
number of figures : that of the ransom
])rice, the propitiatory offering, the
"becoming a curse for us," the being
"made sin for use," etc. This indicates
that the Apostle was wrestling with a
matter which was too pregnant with
meaning to be adequately stated in any
single formula. Nor did he overlook
the relation between the death of Jesus
and the sacrificial institutions of Ju
daism."^ ^ His method is not that of the
author of the First Gospel, who seeks
specific references from the Old Testa
ment to substantiate his statements.
Before deciding just what use Paul
made of the Old Testament in his in
terpretation of the death of Jesus, it
would be necessary to decide his mean
ing in / Vor, 15:3�whether by "re
ceived" he is speaking of a direct and
personal revelation, or whether he is
indicating that he secured this infor
mation from a written revelation. This
cannot be decided ; but there is weight
in favor of Scott's view, that his own
personal experience of forgiveness
through Christ may have shaped his
10 Parsons: op. cit., p. 79ff.
nibid., p. 81.
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thought in this matter and, like
George Fox, he may have turned to
the Scriptures after his experience,
and "found them agreeable thereto."
Paul certainly had pondered the mean
ing of parts of the Old Testament dur
ing his training; and it is possible that
his later interpretation of the death of
Jesus as a sacrificial transaction may
have been the result of several cur
rents in his life and experience.
A consideration of Paul's Christol
ogy reveals likewise the same phe
nomenon : that he was wrestling with
problems of great depth ; while giving
no indication that he considered either
explanation to be exhaustive. But his
experience on the Damascus Road
brought him into contact with a some
what "different Jesus" than the early
apostles has known. Some have felt
that Paul emphasized the fact that
Jesus was declared the Son of God by
the Resurrection, and that hence he
tacitly acknowledged the inadequacy
of a true view of the life of Jesus to
afford any confirmation of the Mes
sianic claim. Perhaps this also may be
capable of another explanation : that
his interest in the whole question was
conditioned by the overpowering vi
sion afforded him on the Damascus
Road ; and that he left the publication
of the details of Jesus' life to experts
who knew Him.
His concern with the pre-existence
of Jesus parallels that of the Fourth
Evangelist in that pre-existence is con
nected with creation. And this inter
est in pre-existence is essentially a
metaphysical interest; and may fairly
be said to challenge Parsons' state
ment, that Paul's monotheism was so
rigid as to preclude any interest on his
part in the metaphysical implications
of the terms: "Son of God," "Lord,"
and the like."
Thus all of Paul's thought manifests
a development; and his statements are
12 Scott, Op. cit., pp. 104ff.
13 Parsons, op. cit., p. 86.
frequently partial, given in didactic or
hortatory settings. Whether beneath
this variety of expression can be found
any basic unity of view (e.g. with re
spect to the death of Jesus or of Chris
tology) or not is a matter open to de
bate. There is, however, something to
be said for the view that all of his
statements concerning the death of
Jesus presuppose a vicarious view, and
that those concerning the nature of
Christ presuppose a belief in Jesus as
a transcendent Being. The details
were worked out gradually, being
elicited by individual situations, and
(we believe) elaborated under the
guidance of the Divine Spirit, as Paul
was compelled to deal with the doc
trinal and administrative problems of
the Church. And his conclusions may
well prove to l>e less inharmonious
with the views of the primitive Church
than some have supposed.
Concerning the Pastorals, and the
Johannine and Petrine Epistles, it
may be said that a minute dissection
of them can be made which will render
plausible the view that they represent
the fabrication of a theology out of
dim recollections or of second-hand
traditions concerning Jesus. But it is
possible that there may be found lying
deeper beneath their surfaces a unity
with the primitive tradition. Even if
these writings were pseudepigraphic
( which seems by no means a necessary
conclusion), then the coincidence of
general teaching is no less remarkable.
The Pastorals, agrees Parsons, are
written by one under the spell of Paul
ine infiuence;^"* and the chief points of
divergence from his thought and
phraseology lie in the treatment of ad
ministrative problems. On the other
hand, the Johannine Epistles concern
themselves primarily with the refuta
tion of the heresies which attacked
those beliefs which were current from
the times of the primitive Church.
Hence, it may not be out of bounds to
i4/6iW., p. 233.
112 The Ashury Seminarhu
suggest that they presuppose the gen
eral tradition of the Church, That is,
as Parsons suggests, such ideas as the
X)re-existence of Jesus and of His son-
ship are in harmony with those of the
Pauline writings, the Fourth Gospel,
and the Epistle to the Hebrews.
The Epistle of James concerns itself
with questions of exhortation and ad
monition�that is, with practical mat
ters, and hence does not deal with
many of the details which concern the
writings just mentioned. / Peter,
while covering a range of interests,
gives chief concern to the question of
the sufferings of Christ. It is clear
that the writer is here concerned with
the same problem that had engaged
Paul and the writers of the Synoptics,
namely, that of the significance of the
death of Jesus.
The Epistle to the Hebrews ap
proaches the religious question from a
different angle, that of the a fortiori
argument for the superiority of Chris
tianity. Here interest in the saving
work of Christ takes precedence over
the question of Christology ; and it
may be asked whether the development
of the soteriological element is or is
not in harmony with that of, for ex
ample, Mark or Paul. The author of
HehreiDS has specialized in his field.
and it is not therefore surprising that
he carries the question of the death of
Christ, in its setting of Jewish sacri
ficial structure, further than did the
other writers. Scholars have not
found it easy to decide whether his
conclusions are parallel to, or diverg
ent from, the views of the other
AvritervS. Their interpretations at this
point seem to be governed largely by
a priori considerations, as for ex
ample, their private views concerning
the variety of the theology of the New
Testament. Scott finds the Epistle to
reflect a "changed attitude of mind"
in the Church, and terms it "the first
15 Oy. cit., p. 247.
manifesto of . . . Latin Christianity.'""^
Parsons finds Hebrews to express qual
ities more in harmony with those of
the primitive Church.
Conclusions
From the foregoing, several general
izations may be drawn, with respect to
some of which much legitimate differ
ence of opinion may exist.
1. That the New Testament is a col
lection of documents of great external
variety. Historically, earnest and hon
est men have derived from them wide
ly varying results and conclusions, as
is witnessed by the rise of denomina
tions and sects.
2. That the documents present at
the same time great variety and (we
believe) a significant unity. This unity
centers in a belief that on the stage of
human history, God appeared in the
person of Jesus Christ.
3. That the life and character and
work of this Jesus were so vast and
significant than men, themselves spir
itual giant,s, wrestled with the mean
ing of that Life.
4. That there was preserved a vigor
ous, and accurate tradition concerning
the life of Jesus, which life had been
marked by manifestations of a tran
scendent character.
5. That the early Christians at
tempted to interpret that Life in terms
of their total impression of the Jesus
in Whom they saw, dimly at first, God
at work among men.
6. That in interpreting the Life of
Jesus, these men were conditioned by
profound experiences�personal expe
riences which they believed to have
been conditioned in turn by the death
and subsequent exaltation of Jesus.
7. That in developing its theology,
the early Church was exercised by
practical and administrative prob
lems which elicited additional interest
i6 0/>. cit., pp. 236f.
i7 0/>. cit., p. 142.
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and spiritual search concerning the
meaning of the life and person of its
Founder.
8. That the diversities of personal
ities, plus the variety of circumstances
calling forth these writings, resulted
in expressions of belief which are to be
read synthetically, rather than with a
hostile and analytic temper. When so
read, they represent the varied�and
for this reason more attractive�ex
pression of great central principles,
adherence to which formed the doc
trinal basis of the early Church.
9. That the element of unity in the
early Church was more significant
than the elements of variety.
10. That the progress of belief in
the early Church was analogous to the
personal progress of belief which oc
curred, for instance, in the thought of
St. Paul; hence the element of diver
sity in expression of the belief of the
Church as a whole was no more sur
prising, nor no more indicative of a
hit-and-miss procedure, than was the
development of the theological thought
of its great thinkers.
And finally,
111. That such a development was
what might logically be expected in
the growth of a movement of this kind ;
moreover, that it was the type of de
velopment which the Divine Spirit
both could and would superintend.
Out of the struggles of human thought,
under His direction, was born a theol
ogy, not of dull monotony, but of
sparkling variety, all pointing to One
in whom God and man met.
